Comparative constructions display the most intriguing properties in natural languages, in that they interact with a variety of syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic phenomena. In this paper, we look into the comparative constructions of two typologically different languages, Korean and English. The two languages are similar in that each employs its own morphological and syntactic ways of expressing gradable concepts and making comparison between various properties of two objects. However, the two languages are also different in many respects: the paper describes unlike English, Korean clausal comparatives are relative clauses headed by the formal noun kes. In addition, the paper shows that unlike the compositional nature of English comparatives, the interpretation of Korean comparatives is highly context-dependent.
Introduction
Every language has a mode of establishing orderings among objects but has its own way of expressing comparison between two objects or events on * The main idea presented in this paper has been developed from Kim and Sells (2010) . I thank anonymous reviewers of this journal for helpful comments and suggestions. All errors are of course mine. This work was supported by the Korea Research Foundation (Grant No. KRF-2009-32A-A00065) .
better understanding of the complex system in the language, we will also do a contrastive study between English and Korean comparative constructions, while referring to Japanese when necessary.
English Comparatives: A Brief Review
English comparatives can be descriptively classified into clausal and phrasal types (Bresnan 1973, Huddleston and Pullum 2002) :
(2) a. John met more students than Mary met .
b. John met more students than Mary.
Clausal comparatives in (2a) One observation made for clausal comparatives like (2a) is that there exists a missing element in the standard expression, as evidenced from the following contrast (Corver 2005) .
(3) a. *John believed that I met.
b. John believed that I met Mary.
c. *John met more students than Mary met them.
As seen from the contrast between (3a) and (3b), in a regular declarative clause, the verb met lexically requires an object. However, such a subcategorization requirement does not exist in the comparative construction as in (3c).
Observing that the missing element in the standard clause is obligatory, Bresnan (1973) (5) a. John will meet more students than Mary will.
b. John will meet [[d-many] As we have seen most of the comparatives can be linked to clausal sources.
Even phrasal comparatives like (8e) are assumed to be derived from a full clause.
Quite convincing though this reduction analysis seems to be, there are many examples where we cannot link all phrasal comparatives to clausal sources (Kennedy 1997 , Napoli 1983 . Consider the following contrast.
(9) a. Mary ran faster than the world record.
b. *Mary ran faster than the world record ran.
(10) a. To be taller than John would be quite amazing.
b. *To be taller than John to be would be quite amazing.
The putative source sentences for the sentences in (9a) and (10a) would be those in (9b) and (10b), respectively. In addition, we can observe that there exist putative underlying sources that cannot be reduced to well-formed phrasal comparatives, either, as also noted by Huddleston and Pullum (2002) : (11) a. There couldn't have been any more people than there were.
b. *There couldn't have been any more people than there.
Different from the examples in (9) and (10), the clausal comparative is acceptable, but its corresponding phrasal comparative does not exist. The data here thus tell us that we cannot simply classify English comparatives into two main types.
In addition, we observe another intriguing type of comparatives in English.
Consider the following:
(12) a. John met more linguists than biologists.
b. John met more of the linguists than I met.
c. John met more of the linguists than I met of the biologists.
Examples (12a) and (12b) As noted by Grimshaw (1987) , the propositional object in such cases must be definite, and further the constructions can appear only in the sentence final position: they cannot occur in the subject or within a VP. Consider the following contrast:
(14) a. I found more linguists dull than I found biologists interesting.
b. More linguists were dull than biologists were interesting.
(15) a. *I found more of the linguists dull than I found of the biologists interesting.
b. *More of the linguists were dull than of the biologists were interesting.
As observed in (14), the compared NP can appear either within the VP or in the subject position. However, these two positions are not available for the
of-comparatives.
Similar to this of-comparatives, English allows such so-called subcomparatives:
(16) a. We own more books than we own magazines.
b. We met more linguists than we met teachers.
In these examples, what is compared is the left branch of the NP: (17) This assumption appears to be a legitimate one when considering that the following examples are ungrammatical:
(18) a. *We own more books than we own ten magazines.
b. *We met more linguists than we met five teachers.
These of-comparatives and subcomparatives have been challenging to the uniform analysis of English comparatives: the deletion process needs to apply to a specifier position, leaving out the head, which runs quite the oppositive of the traditional wisdom in transformational grammar. 1)
As observed so far, English comparatives are notorious for the syntactic and semantic complexities. We haven't done justice here, but have seen how intriguing the interface between syntax and semantics is at least.
Korean Comparatives

Basic Facts: Some Similarities
At first glance, Korean also seems to have two main types of comparatives: b. *tongsayng-pota te haksayng-i-ta younger.brother-than more student-COP-DECL '*(He) is more a student than the younger brother.'
The main difference between pwuca 'rich.person' and haksayng 'student' is that the former, not the latter, is inherently gradable, making it possible for it to occur in comparatives. The semantic constraint thus requires the inherently non-gradable predicate to have the comparative marker te 'more' as an obligatory element for it to be gradable.
It is also possible to compare the properties of two temporal points or locations:
(23) a. ecey-pota onul-i te hayngpokhata yesterday-than today-NOM more happy 'He is happier than yesterday.'
b. hakkyo-eyse-pota cip-eyse kongpwuka te cal toy-nta school-LOC-than home-LOC study more well become 'Studying at home is better than at school.'
The standard of comparison here is 'yesterday' and 'at school'. These expressions are compared with the corresponding targets 'today' and 'at home'.
Note that two events can also be compared with respect to certain degree These sentences seem to be better than the one in (26). One thing we can observe is that in both cases, the comparison here is on the same scale. That is, in (28a) the compared elements are the number of magazines and The multi-function property of pota allows it to have different uses in the same sentence:
(30) a. calinkopi-pota pota hyenmyengha-key sopihan-ta miser-than more wise-COMP consume-DECL '(He) consumes more wisely than a miser.' b. wuli-ka sayngkakha-yess-ten kes-pota pota caymi-iss-ta} we-NOM think-PAST-MOD KES-than more interesting-BE-DECL 'It was more interesting than we thought.'
These uses of pota are obviously different. The use of the first pota in (30a) is a postpositional marker of a standard of comparison whereas the second one in (30b), used as a comparative marker, functions as an adverb. Given the traditional assumptions, such a deletion process is illegitimate since both the deletion and ellipsis process apply only to a syntactic constituent.
Note that Japanese is similar in employing both phrasal and clausal-like There is evidence that clausal-like comparatives are in fact free relatives headed by the formal noun kes (cf. Kim and Sells 2010) . This comes from:
the fact that in all the clausal-like comparatives we collected, the obligatory noun kes can be replaced by a common noun (as in (37a)), can be preceded by a determiner (as in (37b) The noun kes in (38a) refers to an inanimate 'book' whereas the one in (38b) refers to a person, which is not possible in the language (see Kim and Sells 2007) . This same restriction holds in comparatives too: 
Compositional vs. Context-dependent
One traditional way of interpreting English comparatives is to assume that as given in Heim and Kratzer (1998) , the comparative morpheme 'er' takes two sets of degrees and maps to a larger-than-relation of two maximal degrees. Under this analysis, the sentence (43a) will have the interpretation such that the maximal number of the students John met is bigger than the maximal number of the students that Mary met, as represented in (43b): (43) a. John met more students than Mary met.
b. [[-er]]([[Mary met d-many students]])([[John met d-many students]])
This kind of analysis is basically compositional: the meaning of the sentence is composed from parts of its constituent and syntactic combinations. 
Conclusion
Every language employs its own morphological and syntactic ways of expressing gradable concepts and making comparison between properties of two objects. Typologically different English and Korean display clear contrasts in many respects. For example, Korean uses the adverb te 'more' and the postposition pota 'than' to express such relations objects, but displays quite different grammatical properties from a language like English.
One main difference between English and Korean is that Korean clausal-like comparatives are in fact relative clauses headed by the formal noun kes. In addition, in terms of semantics, we have seen that the interpretation of English comparatives is compositional, whereas that of Korean comparatives highly hinges on context. Issues remain what these language differences imply for the cognition system of the comparative constructions in these individual language as well as in universal languages.
